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MINUTES

California Postsecondary Education Commission

Meeting of December 2-3, 2002

Commissioners  AlanS. Arkatov Chair Commissioners
present  Carol Chandler, ViceChair absent
December 2 IrwinS.Field GeorgeT. Caplan
OdessaP. Johnson SusanHammer
RaphR.Pesqueira EvonneSeron Schulze
GuillermoRodriguez, Jr.* Anthony M. Vitti
Rachel E. Shetka MelindaG. Wilson
OliviaK.Singh
FayeWashington
HowardWeinsky
*Present on December 3 only
Calltoorder Commission Chair Arkatov caled the Monday, December 2, 2002 Cdlifornia Postsec-
ondary Education Commission meeting to order at 11:40 am. at the CaiforniaState
Capitol, Room 112, Sacramento, California95814. He called the Commissioninto
Executive Session to discuss personngl matters.

Call of theroll Uponcompletion of its Executive Session, Chair Arkatov convened the Commission
foritspublic session. He asked Executive Secretary AnnaGomez to cdl theroll. All
Commissionerswere present except Commissioners Caplan, Hammer, Rodriguez,
Schulze, and Wilson. Alternate Commissioner Pesqueirawas a so present.

Report of the  Chair Arkatov reported that during its Executive Session the Commission discussed is-

Executive Session

suesrelated toitsrole, staffing, and budget. Chair Arkatov reported that the Commis-
sonwould hold aconference call meeting regarding the Executive Director’ sposition
and budget related matterslater in December 2002. Chair Arkatov aso commended
Interim Director Moorefor hiswork on behalf of the Commission.

Discussion Session

Impact of California Demographic, Educational, and Political Trends
on Higher Education Policiesand Priorities

Chair Arkatov called on Director Mooreto brief the Commission regarding three pre-
sentations scheduled for the day .
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Director Moore reported that thefirst session would be cancelled because the pre-
senter, Dr. Harry P. Pachon, had taken ill and would not be available to make his
presentation.

Director Moorethen called on staff member Karl Engelbach to discussissuesregarding
adjustmentsin student feelevelsover the course of the next two yearsin light of the
state’ scurrent budget circumstances.

Mr. Engel bach presented the Commission with ahandout that demonstrated the effect
of various percentage increasesin student feeswith respect to University of Caifornia
and CdliforniaState University budgets. He noted that in spite of feeincreases, severd
offsetsarerequired for financid aid. Hea so discussed theimplicationsof afeeincrease
for the community colleges, and noted that any increasein feesfor that segment would
be an offset to general fund revenue.

The Commission then entered into alengthy discussion regarding theimplications of
student feeincreases.

Commissioner Pesqueiraasked if Mr. Engelbach had done an analysis of comparison
inditutionfees.

Mr. Engel bach responded that the Commission has published two fact sheetsthat pro-
vide comparison ingtitution information for both the University and State University. He
noted that the cost-of-housing and general cost-of-living in Caiforniawas higher than
that a the comparisoningitutions. Hea so stated that when cost of living considerations
areincludedintheanayss, Cdifornia, which hasreatively low fees, comesclosetothe
average cogt of attendance at the compari son ingtitutions, which have higher student fees
or tuition.

Commissioner Field asked if information was available regarding feesincreases ex-
pected thisyear at the University and State University comparison ingtitutions. Heaso
inquired whether the Commission should deal with thisissue beforeits February meet-
ing, by which time the segments may have adjusted their fees.

Mr. Engelbach responded that comparison ingtitution feeincrease dataare available,
and that the Commission would be discussing long-rangefee policy at itsmeeting the
next day.

Commissioner Pesqueirastated that the governing boards of the University and State
University might make decisionsregarding changesin feesthat the L egidature might
adjust or revise. He suggested the Commission play amoreactiveroleinfeepolicy.

Commissioner Washington asked whether financia aid set-asideswere set in concrete.

Mr. Engelbach noted that current fee policy isto set aside one-third of al feerevenuefor
financia aid. Hedso indicated that Cal Grantsare not afixed amount, and that it was
uncertain what the future practice for determining financial aid would beinlight of the
state’ sbudget problems.

Commissioner Washington noted her concern about the effect of feeincreases on stu-
dents, and asked whether they would be aware of the feeincreases.
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Mr. Engelbach responded that the Commission supported informing studentsas soon
aspossibleregarding any feeincreases.

Commissioner Chandler stated that the Commission should have goal sand objectives
of gradual and predictablefees. Shenoted that the segments should not take draconian
measuresby smply increasing fees.

Commissioner Pesqueiraresponded that State University students pay about one-third
the cost of their education. Hesuggested that the Commission establishasimilar policy
that would make student fees some percentage of the cost of education.

Commissioner Welinsky stated that he hoped that feeincreaseswould never be neces-
sary. Heindicated, however, that fee increaseswould be necessary to offset budget
shortfalsthisyear. He suggested that the Commission go on record as stating that afee
increase was necessary.

Commissioner Johnson stated that thereisnever agoodtimetoraisefees. Sheargued
that feeincreases should be moderate and predictable. Commissioner Johnson asked
how underrepresented studentswould be affected by feeincreases.

Mr. Engelbach responded that if higher education budgets were reduced and fees not
increased, accesswould belimited or reduced. He noted that even with feeincreases,
the state’ sobjectiveisto provide accessto asmany studentsas possible.

Commissioner Field responded that most underrepresented studentsin Californiastill
have an opportunity to attend acollege or university. He aso requested that data be
presented regarding the cost of attending Cdiforniacollegesand universitiesto theme-
dian cost of smilar collegesand universitiesthroughout the nation.

Commissioner Pesqueiranoted the differencesin thefees of the State University toits
group of comparisoningitutions.

Mr. Engelbach reiterated the effect of the cost-of -living in Caiforniaon astudent’ stotal
cost of attendance.

Chair Arkatov stated that fees at the University and State University arelow when
compared to other ingtitutions.

Mr. Engel bach responded that thetotal cost of attending a Californiainstitution was
smilar to other comparableingtitutions nationwidewhen taking into cons deration hous-
ing and transportation cogts.

Commissioner Pesqueirastated that many of the State University’ scomparisoningtitu-
tionshad missonsdissmilar tothat of the State University.

Mr. Engelbach responded that the ingtitutions used for student fee comparisonswere
the sameasthose used for faculty salary comparisons. Henoted that the State University’s
faculty would object to any changein the current list of comparators.

Commissioner Field suggested that different ingtitutions should be used for student fee
comparisons.
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Mr. Engelbach responded that it would be possible to devel op adifferent group of
comparatorsfor student fee anayses.

Chair Arkatov asked if any studies had been conducted regarding the actua cost tothe
Statefor higher education ingtruction and administration.

Mr. Engelbach responded that the Commission’ s Report Fiscal Profilesincluded a
display that showed information oningtructionaly related costs. However, he noted that
no comparisoningitutioninformation wasavailable.

Chair Arkatov asked if datawere available on the cost of facilities.
Mr. Engelbach responded that such information wasnot available.

Recess Therebeing nofurther discussion, Chair Arkatov recessed the Commission until 1:30
p.m.

Reconvene Chair Arkatov reconvened the Commission at 1:30 p.m.

Discussion Session  Dr. Sara L undquist made a presentation to the Commission titled, “ Access & Equity
Reconsidered: Untangling the Complexitiesof aScarcity Universe & thelmplications
for Cdifornia” Dr. Lundquist began her presentation by explaining that it would cover
two areas— thefirst ontheimplications of the stat€’' s changing demographicson access
and equity and the second on the Santa Ana partnership.

Dr. Lundquist noted that Californiahasgrown at arate considerably faster that the rest
of the United States, and that White students have continually enrolled in more Ad-
vanced Placement (AP) coursework and subsequently taken more AP teststhan His-
panic students despite the growth of that population. Further, she noted that withina
ten-year span, there was nearly an 8% increasein thetotal number of studentsin all

ethnic groupsin Cdiforniawho had completed the* A to F” requirements, but only a3%
increase for Hispanic students completing “ A to F” requirements. She used severa

didesto highlight that, despitethe growth of the Hispanic population, that growth isnot
reflected in A to F completion or in CSU and UC enrolIment rates.

Dr. Lundquist aso used thedatato explain that alarge number of African-Americanand
Hispanic sudentsarefailing to transfer to the CSU and UC system, noting that thereis
asignificant gap between the number of students enrolled in elementary and middle
school and the number of studentsthat enroll in college.

She concluded her presentation by describing the Santa Ana College partnership with
theUnivergty of Cdifornialrvineand CdiforniaState University, Fullerton with Santa
AnaUnified Schoal Didtrict. Shefocused in particular ontheeffort to improve students
performancein agebra

Chair Arkatov thanked Dr. Lundquist for her presentation and asked if the High School
Exit Exam would affect the numbers she had indicated.
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Dr. Lundquist responded that it wasn't clear asto when the exit exam will beimple-
mented.

Chair Arkatov asked how the Santa Anapartnership in conjunction with the exam might
impact college-going rates.

Dr. Lundquist responded that it was difficult to determine because the partnership had
focused thusfar on mathematicsand language arts college coursesthat have been placed
on school sites; thus providing the opportunity for studentsto have adoubl e period of
Math or English.

Commissioner Johnson asked Dr. L undquist to comment on how well requiringthe“A
to F” requirementsisworkinginthedistrict.

Dr. Lundquist explained that it was necessary to teach math by removing the extracur-
ricular subjectsfromthe curricula. Such an approach requires peopleto reorient their
thinking and that is sometimes controversid.

Commissioner Vitti added an anecdote that a Chinese educati on representative thought
therewastoo much fluff inthe American education curriculum.

Dr. Lundquist noted that taking the extracomponents out of the curriculum does not
enrichthe American experience.

Commissioner Vitti asked if studentswho do not want to go to college are being ne-
glected and if it ispossibleto create acurriculum for the student who is not going to
college.

Dr. Lundquist explained that advanced education should prepare studentsto havethe
ability to makeachoice. Literacy and other skillsare basic and should be taught to
students.

Chair Arkatov asked if financia aidimpactsthe numbers.

Dr. Lundquist explained that sheispleased with the Cal Grant entitlement but the Cal
Grant does not guarantee accessto everyone because the grant isonly made available
tolegd resdents.

Chair Arkatov asked when the results of thisresearch would be published.
Dr. Lundquist responded that she expected them sometimethisyear.

Chair Arkatov said he expectsto have Dr. Lundquist back again next year and thanked
her for her presentation.

Recess Therebeing no further discussion, Chair Arkatov recessed the Commission until 2:35
p.m.

Reconvene Chair Arkatov reconvened the Commission at 2:40 p.m.
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Discussion Session Mark Baldassare, Director of Research at the Public Policy Ingtitute of Cdiforniain San
Francisco, addressed the Commissioners about California sdemographic, social, and
political trendsand the challengesthey posefor policy makers. His presentationin-
cluded findingsfrom anintensvetwo yearsof surveysand focusgroups. Mr. Badassare
outlined four mgjor themesthat contributeto what he callsthe* politics of change’.

Thefirst themeissimply the sheer and staggering popul ation growth of the state. Sec-
ondly, he noted the changesthat have taken place with regard to that population, spe-
cificaly theincreaseinimmigration, (particularly from Mexico), aswell ashirthsto immi-
grants. Thirdly, he discussed the popul ation shiftsin terms of geographiclocation. The
San Francisco Bay Areaand the Los Angeles Area, and coasta areasin general, used
to dominate with their large popul ation centers. The population isnow moving awvay
from the coastal areastoward the San Joaquin Valley, the Inland Empire and Orange
County. Thefourth theme Mr. Baldassare raised wasthetrend in voter distrust, evi-
denced by lower voting turnout in the last two statewide elections aswell asthe use of
the ballot box to make policy decision such asthe recent propositions passed on the
November ballot.

Mr. Baldassare concluded hisremarkshby noting two contradictory trendsthat areemerg-
ing. TheLatino populationwill have more power invoting, soit would be assumed that
they would typically support larger government with more services. On the other hand
asthewhite populationisaging but living longer, it isexpected that these older voterswill
aso haveincreasing influence and will support more conservativepolicies.

Commissioner Welinsky questioned Mr. Bal dassare about the fact that hisnewest book
does not reference higher education. Mr. Baldassare responded that he believesthe
state must focus on graduation from high school, and ensuring that young peoplewere
prepared for higher education.

Chair Arkatov inquired about what Mr. Bal dassare believesthe public wantsfrom higher
education. Mr. Baldassare replied that everyone wants more and different thingsfrom
higher education. Henoted that in hisexperience, new K-12 facilitiesareawaysahigh
priority for people. Inaddition, he stated that he still believesthat accessto higher
educationispart of thefuturefor the State.

Commissioner Chandler queried the presenter about how we get peopleto realizethe
importance of higher education. Mr. Baldassare responded that all entities, public and
private, individua and group, should be partnering and working together to thisend.

Mr. Bal dassare added that the Public Policy Ingtitute of Californiawould belooking at
atwo-pronged issue soon. Hewill be doing research on community collegefunding,
and the popul ationsthat are being served by the community colleges.

Chair Arkatov concluded the presentation by offering the Commission asaresourcein
future efforts by the Institute, and offered to share higher education datafor thefuture
project. Inaddition, Mr. Baldassare stated that he would wel come the Commission’s
suggestionson future survey questions.
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Recess

There being no further business, the chair recessed the meeting at 3:10 p.m.

Reconvene

Chair Arkatov reconvened the called the Tuesday, December 3, 2002 meeting of the
California Postsecondary Education Commission at 8:40 am. at the CaiforniaState
Capitol, Room 437, Sacramento, California95814.

Call of therall

Chair Arkatov asked Executive Secretary AnnaGomez to call theroll. All Commis-
sionerswere present except Commissioners Caplan, Hammer, Schulze, and Wil son.
Alternate Commissioner Pesqueirawas a so present.

Approval of the
October 8, 2002,
minutes

Chair Arkatov called onthe Commission to review the minutesand asked for approval.
Commissioner Chandler moved their goprova, with Commissioner Fidd seconding. The
Commission unanimoudy approved the minutes.

Report of the
Statutory Advisory
Committee

Chair Arkatov called on Mr. Todd Greenspan, Chair of the Commission’ s Statutory
Advisory Committee, to make the Committee' sreport. Mr. Greenspan reported that
the Committee discussed Commission agendaitems, particularly the® Nursing” and the
“Cross-Enrollment” reports. He continued that the Statutory Advisory Committeewas
scheduling a specia meeting on the pending 2003-04 fiscal year budget to be held
sometimein mid-January. He said that the Statutory Advisory Committee wantsto
become more activein assisting the Commission with itswork.

Mr. Greenspan then presented | eadership and membership changesto the Statutory
Advisory Committee, noting that new officershad been elected. Mr. Ron Fox of the
CdliforniaDepartment of Education istheincoming Chair and Ms. Karen Y elverton-
Zamarripaof the Chancellor’ s Office of the CdiforniaState University istheincoming
Vice-Chair. Mr. Greenspan concluded thanking theretiring Mr. David Leveille of the
Commissionfor hisyearsof serviceand noting Ms. DianaMiche-Fuentes hasreplaced
Ms. Gweneth Tracy asthe representative from the California Community College's
Chancdlor’ sOffice.

Report of the
ExecutiveDirector

Director Moore called on staff member Adrian Griffinto present adraft item providing
educationa and demographic profilesfor State eectord districts. Dr. Griffin described
theitem asdigtrict-leve information on residentswithin acontext to ass st thereader in
underganding theinformation. Henoted that the maps show differentia ratesof college
going and overdl educationd attainment. Dr. Griffin continued that information inthese
“legidativeprofiles’ ispresented by ethnicity, age and geography and includesemploy-
ment statisticsand other pieces of information to compliment the educationa data

Dr. Griffin concluded that the information shows many inequitiesin educationa and
employment successin the State for variousregions and popul ation sub-groups.

Commissioner Pesqueiraasked Dr. Griffin questions about the how current theinfor-
mation was. Dr. Griffin responded that the data were from the U.S. 2000 census,
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supplemented with more current Commissiondata. Commissioner Rodriguez asked if
Commission staff had spoken with State policy makers on which dataelementsto in-
cludeinthese profiles. Director Moore responded that Commission staff had worked
with policy makersand staff to improve the document and noted that the legidative
profilesare not “static” and would beimproved asthey are kept current.

Chair Arkatov thanked Director Mooreand Dr. Griffin for the presentation and encour-
aged staff to seek out other non-education trend information that may be of interest to
membersforinclusoninthelegidativeprofiles.

Budget forecast  Director Moore summarized recent State budget devel opments, noting that the State’' s
overdl fiscal condition wastill weak and that reductionsto State operationsfor the current
year arehighly likely. Hesaid the Commissionwould not be exempt from these cutsbut
that hedid not expect current-year reductionsto the Commission to be greater thanthose
to other areas of the State budget.

Eligibilitystudy  Director Moore stated that Commission staff was closeto wrapping upitswork onthe
study and then having the CdiforniaState University and University of Cdiforniaeva u-
atethe high school transcripts. He noted that, given the State’ s severefiscal problems,
thisproject could becomeavictim of upcoming budget cuts. He said that the Commis-
sion would have abetter sense of the progress on thisstudy by early 2003.

Measuringup  Director Moore described this Commission staff effort to present an andysis of the up-
coming 2003-04 fiscal year budget that followsimportant themes, such asaccess, across
higher education systems. He stated that this sort of evaluation would alow the Com-
mission to better advocate the Commission’ sprioritieson budget alocations proposas.
Director Moore aso said that thelegid ative budget and policy committeesare going to
work moreclosely together thisyear and that the Commissionwill provide assstanceto
both.

Legisative Ms. SonaNagar, Fiscal and Policy Analyst with the Legidative Analyst’ s Office, pre-
Ahalyst'sOffice  sented abrief overview of itsreview of the Commission, whichwascalled for inthe
review of the 2002-03 Budget. She noted that her office has solicited input and had convened an
Commission advisory committeeto assist with thistask. Shenoted that the advisory committee had
offered varied opinionson the Commissiontothe Anayst’ sOffice. She stated that the
genera consensusof al concerned wasthat the Commission lacked sufficient resources
to completeitsmany mandates and responsbilities. She said therewaslessagreement
on other topicsthat were part of thisexamination, such aswhat the Commission’ spri-

oritiesshould be.

Commissioners Pesqueiraand Arkatov asked Ms. Nagar questions about the compo-
sition of theadvisory committee and about the documentsit wasreviewing ontherole of
the Commission. Ms. Nagar responded that the L egidative Analyst’ s Office drew ad-
visory committee membersfrom many stakeholder groups, included Commission staff
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and representatives from the education systems. She said the Analyst’ s office had
reviewed the recently completed Masterplan for Kindergarten through University, the
1998 report by the California Citizens Commission on Higher Education, and other
reportsin conducting thisreview.

Commissioner Rodriguez asked Ms. Nagar how the Legidative Analyst’ s Officewas
addressing that part of the study’ slegid ative mandate dealing with the governance of the
Commission. Ms. Nagar responded that governance was one of the areasfor which no
consensus existed in the advisory committee and that the Analyst’ s Office would pro-
videitsopinionsinthisarea, and other areas of thisexamination for which no consensus
exigs.

Ms. Nagar concluded that the L egidative Analyst’ s Office would completeitswork on
thereview of the Commission by mid-December and would transmit itsreport to the
Legidature.

Chair Arkatov and Director Moorethanked Ms. Nagar for her presentation and, with
that, Director Moore concluded hisreport.

Nursingstudy

Chair Arkatov called on staff member Murray Haberman provide an update on the
gtatusof the Commission’ sreport on Community College Nursing Program Admission
Practicesand Attrition rates. Mr. Haberman noted that the Commission’ sreport wasin
responseto Senate Bill 644 (Poochigian). Mr. Haberman introduced project research-
ers Dr. Jean Ann Seago and Dr. Joanne Spetz of the University of California. He
provided abrief overview onthisstudy.

Drs. Seago and Spetz introduced their work and made a presentation on their research
to date. They discussed admissionspractices, program attrition, and pass/fail ratesfor
the State’ snurselicensing exam. They concluded their presentation by discussing those
factorsthat support nursing student persistencein nursing programs, including student
support services and better student preparation in mathematicsand science. They noted
that factorsleading to higher passrateson thelicensang examincludelower sudent:faculty
ratiosin the nursing programs and mentioned that standardizing nursing programs cur-
riculaacrossthe colleges asbeing beneficia to student performance.

Commissioner Pesqueiraasked if the duties of Bachelor degree holdersin nursing dif-
fered with thosefor Associate degree holders. Dr. Seago responded that salariesand
job dutieswere generdly the samefor both Associate and Bachel or degreeholdersina
hospital setting; however, she noted that Bachel or degree holderswere viewed as hav-
ingmore* upward mobility” for administrationand clinica jobsand for obtainingaMas-
tersdegreeinnursing.

Commissioner Johnson asked the researchers what could be doneto better prepare
high school studentsfor successin nursing programs. Dr. Spetz responded that better
preparation in mathematics and science would improve student persistenceto degrees
and nursing exam pass-rates.

Commissioner Pesgueirathen the researcherswhy local community collegeswould re-
st standardizing the curriculaof their respective nursing programs. Dr. Seago replied
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that courseswithin the nursing curriculaare part of discussionsregarding loca academic
needs, and include coursestaken by nursing studentsthat may have nothing to dowith
thenursing program. She noted that the CaliforniaState University isin the process of
standardizing the curriculum for their nursing programs.

Mr. Haberman concluded the presentation of thisitem and said that awritten report will
be brought back to the Commission at its February meeting. Chair Arkatov thanked
Mr. Haberman, Dr. Seago, and Dr. Spetz for their work on this project.

Crossenrollment Chair Arkatov called on staff member Mr. Murray Haberman to present areport that
eval uatesthe State’ s Cross Enrollment Program. Mr. Haberman Noted that the report
wasin responseto Senate Bill 1914 (Killed). He provided background on the Cross
Enrollment Program and summarized thereport’ sfindings. He noted that much of the
dataneeded to evaluate thisprogram was not available. He said that many community
collegesdo not participate in the program because they receive no enrollment funding
for those student who chooseto participate.

Mr. Haberman said that some California State Universities do not participatein the
program dueto the lack of participation of areacommunity colleges. Hesaid that all
nine University of Californiacampuses participatein the program. Mr. Haberman noted
that statewide, lessthan one haf of onepercent of al studentsenrolled at public colleges
and universities participatein the program. He noted that whilethe crossenrollment
programis presently underutilized, good reasons exist for its continuance. Helisted
severa suggested improvements regarding the operation of the program, including:
improved funding, better coordination of programs, better data collection, and better
advertising.

Chair Arkatov recommended that the Commission further discussthisreport at the
February Commission meeting and asked that all Commissionersto provide Director
Moorewith any commentsthey may have concerning thisitem.

Chair Arkatov thanked Mr. Haberman for hiswork onthis report.

Agendaltem 6: Needs AnalysisReview for the Learning Center Proposed by theMira
CostaCommunity CollegeDistrict

Chair Arkatov called on consultant Mr. William Storey to present thisitem. Mr. Storey
provided background on this proposed off-campus center. He noted that the center in
Oceansidewill belocally financed and will offer non-credit and other classes. Hesaid
that the Mira Costa district was committed to the center, but he cautioned that in the
current budgetary climate, the possibility existsfor an overdl operating budget shortfall
at thesametimethereissurplusin capital outlay funds.

Mr. Storey said that he was satisfied with the information provided on the center and
that the proposal meetsall of the requirements of the Commission’ sguidelinesfor re-
viewing these centers. Herecommended that the Commission approvethe center asan
officia CaiforniaCommunity College educational center when theitem comesback to
the Commissionin February.
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Aprdiminary
study of

under graduate
regional enrollment
demandand
physical capacity
for theUniversity
of California

Chair Arkatov called on Dr. Stacy Wilson to present thisitem. Dr. Wilson began by
reviewing themgor findings of the Commission’ sregiond enrollment demand study of
the CdiforniaState University and the CdiforniaCommunity Collegesthat was adopted
December 2001. He said that given the projected increasesin first-time freshmen and
transfer students, the UC system would likely face a 24,000 FTES capacity by year
2010 without receiving appropriate capital outlay funding. He mentioned that the UC
Office of the President is undertaking arange of initiativesto address the problem,
including: requesting that campuses consider increasing their long-range devel opment
planning (LRDP) enrollment limits, accel erating conversionsto year-round operations,
and opening the Merced campuses next year rather than in 2005.

Dr. Wilson then discussed UC enrolIment pointstwo of entry, high school graduates
and transfer students. He noted that admissions appli cations from among high school
graduates havetended to hold up during economic downturns, athough ratesvary across
the state.

Commissioner Field inquired asto whether attemptsto address projected near-term
pace deficitsmight lead to the State being “ overbuilt” in higher education facilitiesrela-
tivetoneed. Dr. Wilson and UC representative Mr. Todd Greenspan responded that
they doubted thiswould be the case given the scope of the need and the potential for
increased enrollments beyond thetimeframeincluded in these projections.

Dr. Wilson concluded, with representativesfrom the UC and the Department of Finance's
Demographic Research Unit concurring, that Californianeeded alonger horizon for
higher education enrollments projectionsin order to properly preparefor changesin
enrollmentsover time,

Chair Arkatov thanked Dr. Wilson for hispresentation.

Recommendations
toincreasethe
postsecondary
education
opportunitiesfor
residents of
Superior California

Chair Arkatov introduced Mr. Karl Engelbach and Consultant Mr. William Storey.
Mr. Engelbach noted that, based on Commissioner’ sinput and the availability of up-
dated information, minor changes had been madeto the report since thefirst draft was
presented to the Commission in October, 2002. He said that six recommendations had
been added to the report and he briefly summarized them.

Chair Arkatov complimented Mr. Engelbach and Mr. Storey for the report and said
that staff should brief legidatorsfrom the areaon its contents and recommendations

Commissioner Chandler asked Mr. Engelbach how the proposed changesto the Cal
Grant program to expand applications deadlinesin order to better facilitate educationa
opportunitiesfor studentsof thisarea. Mr. Engelbach responded that the Administra-
tion and L egid ature were reticent to consider making changesto the Cal Grant program
that might increaseitscostsinthe current fiscal climate. Heaso reminded the Commis-
sionersof the current legidatively-mandated project to devel op recommendationsfor
improvement inthestate’ sCa Grant sudent financid aid ddivery system (Agendaltem
9), which wasto be discussed later that day. Mr. Engelbach said that adraft of that
report isexpected to be presented to the Commission in February, 2003.
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Wit thediscussion concluded, Chair Arkatov called for avote on theitem and Commis-
sioner Welinsky made amotion to approve the report, which was seconded by Com-
missioner Washington. The Committeevoted unanimoudy to approveand transmit the
report.

Transfer patterns

Chair Arkatov called on Ms. ZoAnn Laurente and Consultant Mr. Keith Pailthorp to
present thisitem. This presentation focused on transfer “ conduits,” which were defined
as being links between individual community collegesto four-year campuses asevi-
denced by the numbersof successful transfersthat each link accountsfor. Mr. Pailthorp
first presented aset of didesthat provided information on current transfer goal agree-
ments and the numbers of studentstransferring from individua CaliforniaCommunity
Collegesintoindividua State University campusesand University of Californiacam-
puses. Hedso provided information on transfersto the State’ sindependent ingtitutions.

Mr. Pailthorp and Ms. Laurente then discussed transfer and first-time freshmen enroll-
ment trends among the historically underrepresented ethnic groups American Indians,
Blacks, and Latinos. The speakersnoted that studentsfrom these groups represent no
larger aproportion of total transfer studentsthan they do of total first-time freshmen.
The speakersthen discussed the rates at which prospective transfer students* apply,”
are“admitted,” and “enroll” in the UC system and how broadly these ratesvary by
campus.

Mr. Pailthorp and Ms. Laurente concluded by presenting severa areasin need of more
extensve study infurther reports. Thesetopicsincluded amore detailed examination of
why sometransfer “conduits’ account for large numbersof transferswhile other do not
and to develop explanationsfor thelarge variancesin “applied,” “admitted,” and “ en-
rolled” ratesat UC campuses.

Chair Arkatov asked the presentersif datafrom school s approved by the Bureau for
Private Proprietary and V ocational Education (BPPV E) wereincludedintheresearch.
Mr. Pailthorp explained that BPPV E school swere not part of thiswork dueto limita-
tionson available dataand the* accredited ingtitution” nature of transfer in California
Mr. Pailthorp added that the Commission aso needed better information on transfersto
out-of -stateingtitutions, since that appearsto be apath taken by increasing numbers of
CdliforniaCommunity College students.

Director Moore stated that Commission staff would continuework onthistopic, using
both Commission and externa data.

Chair Arkatov thanked Mr. Pailthorp and Ms. Laurentefor their work.

Updateonthe
Discussions of the
Task Forceto
Consider Alternative
Cal Grant Delivery
Options

Chair Arkatov introduced Mr. Karl Engelbach to present thisitem. Mr. Engelbach
provided background on thisitem. He said that Supplementa Report Languagetothe
2002-03 State Budget directed the Commission to convene atask force to examine
aternative aid delivery optionsfor the Cal Grant student financial aid program. Mr.
Engelbach said that the report would make recommendationsto streamlinetheaid de-
livery processaswell assuggest other alternatives.
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Mr. Engelbach noted that student financial aid delivery isacomplicated process, inter-
connected between the State, the higher education systems, and theindividual cam-
puses. Hesaid that many of the membersof thetask force havevarying opinionsonthis
subject. He concluded by stating that he expected to bring adraft item on this subject
to the Commission at its February meeting.

Chair Arkatov thanked Mr. Engelbach for hiswork.

Recommendations
foraLong-Term
Resident Student
Fee Policy
Framework for
StudentsEnrolled
at California’s
PublicUniversities

Chair Arkatov, Director Moore and the Commissionersfirst discussed whether or not
to delay hearing thisitem until an extraordinary meeting of the Commission was sched-
uledlater inthemonth. Chair Arkatov then called on Mr. Karl Engelbach to present the
item. Mr. Engelbach gaveabrief presentation on thisitem, highlighting the background,
preamble, and policy principleson student chargesin the proposed Commission state-
ment.

Commissioner Pesgueirasuggested that the following sentence beremoved from the
background section of thedraft policy: “The Commission and itsstaff are not advocat-
ing animmediateincreasein student fees through these proposed policy recommenda-
tions.” After discussonamong Commissioners Pesqueira, Welinsky, Rodriguez, Field,
and Johnson, and Chair Arkatov, the Commissionersvoted to remove the sentence.

The Commissionersthen voted to approve holding aspecia sessionto discussthe po-
tentia impact of the State’ sfiscal crisison higher education and to make recommenda:
tionsfor actionsat that meeting.

Revision of
Commission

M eeting Dates for
2003 and Proposed
Dates for 2004

Director Moore presented thisitem requesting that the Commission reviseitscurrent
meeting schedulefor 2003 and 2004 to hold more one-day meetingsand to scheduleits
two-day mesting for Tuesday and Wednesdays. Commissioner Chandler moved, and
Commissioner Field seconded, thismotion. The Commission voted unanimoudly to
approvethisrevised meeting schedule.

Report of the
Commission
Nominating
Committee

Committee Chair Welinsky submitted the nominated date of Commission officersfor
2003, aswas presented at the October 8, 2002, Commission mesting:

Commission Chair: Alan S. Arkatov

Commission Vice Chair: Howard Welinsky

Executive Committee Chair: Alan S. Arkatov

Executive Committee Vice Chair: Howard Welinsky

Educational Policy and Programs Committee: Carol Chandler, Chair; Susan Ham-
mer, Vice Chair

Fiscal Policy and Analysis Committee: OliviaK. Singh, Chair; Irwin S. Field, Vice
Chair

Governmental Relations Committee: Evonne Seron Schulze, Chair; Faye Washing-
ton, Vice Chair
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Committee on Education Code Section 66905: Guillermo Rodriguez, Jr., Chair
Nominating Committee: OliviaK. Singh, Chair; Carol Chandler, and Irwin S. Field,
Members.

Commissioner Welinsky moved, and Commissioner Rodriguez seconded, thismotion
and the Commission voted unanimoudy to approvethe officersfor 2003 as nominated.

Resolutions  Chair Arkatov presented resol utionsto former CommissionersKyo * Paul” Jhin, Lance
Izumi, and Robert L. Moore, and retired Commission staff David E. Leveille. TheCom-
mission voted unanimously to approvetheseresol utions.

Adjournment  Therebeing nofurther business, the Chair called for adjournment of themeeting at 1:30
p.m.
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MINUTES

California Postsecondary Education Commission

Meeting of December 13, 2002

Commissoners
present
via teleconference

AlanS. Arkatov Chair Commissioners
Carol Chandler, ViceChair absent
GeorgeT. Caplan SusanHammer
IrwinS.Field GuillermoRodriguez, Jr.
OdessaP. Johnson EvonneSeron Schulze
Rachel E. Shetka MedindaG.Wilson
OliviaK.Singh

Anthony M. Vitti

FayeWashington

HowardWeinsky

Calltoorder

Chair Arkatov called the Friday, December 13, 2002, California Postsecondary Edu-
cation Commission Special meeting to order at 11:00 am. at the Commission’s Con-
ferenceRoom, 1303‘J Street, Suite 500, Sacramento, California95814. Hecalled
the Commission into Executive Session to discuss personnd meatters.

Call of therall

Upon compl etion of its Executive Session, Chair Arkatov convened the Commission
foritspublic sesson.

Recommendations
regarding
protection

of educational
opportunities
inlight of State
budget reductions

Chair Arkatov called on Director Mooreto begin thediscussion. Director Moorefirst
presented budget information provided by the CaliforniaCommunity Colleges, the Cali-
forniaState University, and the University of California. Thesematerialsoutlined re-
ductions proposed by the Governor for current year, along with present segmental plan-
ning to deal with thesefunding shortfalls. Director Moorethen introduced the docu-
mentsdevel oped to facilitatethe Commissioners discussion. Hedirected the Commis-
sionersin particular to adraft statement of principlesand prioritiesand to asuggested
framework for reviewing anticipated reductionsin State support for Californiahigher
education, designed to help guide Commission advocacy during higher education State
budget ddliberations.

After Director Moor€ s presentation, Commissoners Johnson and Caplaninquired about
sections of the staff document dealing with the scope of potential increasesin student
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fees. Director Moore stated that the Commission should discussall possiblefunding
scenarios but should focus, on maintaining student servicesasapriority. Commissioner
Vitti said that the CdliforniaState University was currently engaged in extensive planning
for budget reductionsand had devel oped its own framework for this purpose.

Commissioner Field suggested that the proposed prioritiesinclude astatement of overdl
principles, including thefollowing: The Governor and L egidature should givethesys-
temsthe opportunity to devel op solutions and not specify reductions; decisonson mid-
year reductions should not prejudice the systems’ budgetsin thefuture; student rev-
enues generated by feeincreases should stay within the system; and Cal Grant funding
should be protected.

Commissioners Caplan, Shetkaand Welinsky agreed with Commissioner Fied’ scom-
ments. Commissioner Welinsky suggested adding protection of faculty asapriority and
stated that, given the size of the State’ sbudget deficit, someincreasesin student fee
levelswill be necessary. He said that he supportsthe concept that no more than one-
third of funds|ost through budget reductions should be replaced by student feein-
creases, asiscurrently in the proposed Commission draft document.

Commissioner Johnson stated her oppositionto the* one-third” approach and recom-
mended adding astatement on student fee level sthat tiesfee increasesto improved
sysemefficiencies. Shesaid that feesneed to be predictableand stable. Commissioner
Chandler stated her agreement with Commissioner Johnson’ slast point.

Director Moore said that the “framework” section could refer to the Commission’s
long-term student fee policy aswell asthe suggestions made by the Commissioners.

The Commissioners continued to discussthe content of the* framework” section of the
document. Two student association representatives also spoke at the meeting. Mr.
Bruce Wolf of the Cdifornia State Students A ssociation asked the Commission to rec-
ommend that the State University Trusteesdelay making any decision onfeelevel suntil
thefull scope of budget reductionsisknown. Ms. Caitlin Gill, of the CaiforniaState
Students Association, spoke on financia aid issues, theimpact of program cutsand
potential increasesin mandatory campus-based feeson students.

Director Moore hel ped conclude the discussions by noting that this Commission docu-
ment was not adi ctate by the Commission but rather aguidetoward potential solutions
inthe context of Commission-adopted goalsand priorities.

Chair Arkatov summarized the Commissionersdiscussion, highlighting suggested changes
to the draft “framework” section made by several Commissioners. Commissioner
Johnson suggested replacing thefina three bullet pointsin the document with astate-
ment that more clearly spelled out the Commission’ sgoalsand priorities during these
timesof budgetary shortfalls.

Commissioner Caplan moved, and Commissioner Field seconded, adoption of theframe-
work, as proposed, to open thefloor for discussion and amendment. Commissioners
Arkatov, Caplan, Chandler, Field, Singh, Welinsky, and Vitti discussed Commissioner
Johnson’ ssuggested changesto the” framework” section of the document.
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Director Moore and Commissioner Arkatov encourage the Commissionto retain the
three” bullet points” and add Commissioner Johnson’ sstatement. Mr. Karl Engelbach
of the Commission staff explained that the purpose of the one-third limit onfeesasa
backfill to reductionsin State General Fund support wasto mitigatethe level s of these
reductionsthat may be passed al ong to students and to encourage the systemsto | ook
at other alternatives.

Commissioner Welinsky suggested that the“framework” section beamendedtoretain
thelast bullet point on the onethird limit on revenuesto be generated by student fee
increases and add the text suggested by Commissioner Johnson, asamended by Com-
missioners Caplan and Vitti.

The Commissioners proposed to revisethe“ frameworks’ document to read asfollows:
Framework for Addressingthe State Budgetary Reductions

To ensurethat budgetary reductions areimplemented in amanner that pro-
tectsaccessand diversity to the greatest possible extent and treatsall con-
stituenciesof the higher education community (including faculty, staff, and
students) in afair and equitable manner, the Postsecondary Education Com-
mission recommendsthat the State and its higher education systemsdevelop
specific plansfor addressing the anticipated budgetary reductionsthat adhere
to the specific principlesand prioritiesoutlined above.

In order to protect access, quality, and diversity and to keep any increasesto
student fees as gradual and moderate as reasonably possible, each of the
public higher education systems should seek to identify and implement im-
provementsin their operating efficienciesand to identify reductionsin pro-
gramsand servicesthat arenot related to coreingtructional activities. Reduc-
tionsinal other areas should befully explored prior to implementing any
increasesin student fees.

+ |f sudent feesareto beincreased, no morethan one-third of theoverall
segmenta budget reduction should be addressed through any increasein sudent
fees.

Thisamended version of the Commissions' Principlesand Prioritieswas gpproved, with
CommissonersArkatov, Chandler, Caplan, Fidd, Johnson, Shetka, Singh, and Wdinsky
voting aye, Commissioner Vitti voting no, and Commissioner Washington not voting.

Reporton
Executive Session

Chair Arkatov reported that the Commission had voted unanimously to appoint Mr.
Robert M oore asthe permanent Executive Director of the California Postsecondary
Education Commission.

Adjournment

There being no further business, the Chair called for adjournment of the meeting at
12:45p.m.
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